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11 



RE 



/ARGUMENTS 



Reconsideration of the rejectionjl|set forth in the Final Oflfice Action dated December 1 5, 



2004, is respectfully requested. 



The Applicants believe claims and 1 1-34 are currently pending, though the Examiner 
has indicated that claims I -33 are curreiily pending. It is noted that in the Amendment filed July 
19, 2004, the Applicants cancelled claimi 10 and added claim 34. At such, it is respectfully 
submitted thal tho Applicants are correqjjin their determination that claims 1-9 and 1 1-34 are 
pending, while the Examiner is incorrec||in his determination that claims 1-33 are currently 
pending. |ii 

ii! 

Claims: 1 -9 and 1 1 -33 have beenjifejected. The disposition of claim 34, which was added 
in the Amendment filed July 19, 2004, i| unknown. It is ncited that the Kyaminpr appears to 
have neglected to address claim 34 in Final Office Actjon dated December ]5, 2004> The 
Applicants would greatly appreciate it iffhe Examiner would clarify the disposition of claim 34, 
particularly since the Applicants believ^biat claim 34 contains allowable subject matter. 

Si? 

Claiiti 9 has been amended to ^d a comma to improve clarity. 

I 

Rejections under m U.S.C. S 102 and 35 U.S.C. 5 103 

: I 



Claims 1,2,9, 10, 14-16, 20-22,p6, and 27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Weitz (U.S. Pate|tNo. 6,445,682). Clainis 3-8, 11-13, 17-19, 23-25, and 
28-33 have been rejected under 35 U.S.Ct § 103(a) as being obvious over Weitz (U.S. Patent No. 
6,445,682) in view of Beever et al. (U-SlilPatent No. 5,699.356). 
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Claim J and its dependents 



Independent claim 1 recites a pa|kct foiwarding system which includes an interface 
system having: a plurality of channels, a|luiality of framing service engines, and a channel 
manager. The channel manager dynaiE||:aUy assigns channels to ones of the framing service 
engines. The tise of dynamic channel as |ignments may allow data streams to receive preferential 
treatment over other data streams (Spec: fication, on page 13 at lines 12-14), 

; ij 
' ); 

The Examiner has argued that Wjbitz teaches of the packet forwarding system of claim L 

The Examiner has indicated, on page 2 djf the Final Office Action dated December 1 5» 2004. that 

j 

he equates the host processor/system res 0urce of Weitz to a channel manager* However, there is 
no teaching in Weitz that a host procc fsor/system resource dynamically assigns channels to 
framing service engines. Tn fact, Weit2|does not appear to teach of any assignment of channels. 
Providing routing to multiple buffers/fra|iers as taught by Weitz does not suggest dynamically 
assigning o haniiek 1a framing service s |ines. and instead seems to only teach of sending data to 
multiple buflers/framers, i i| 



In the passages of Weitz which t |e Examiner alleges as teaching of the dynamic 
assignment of channels, it is noted that ^ ftiXz appears to teach of dynamically allocating services 
and communications resources based on Availability at a given time (Weitz, from column 1 1 at 
line 55 to column 12 at line 1 1). Weitz i|ates that a "private virtual channel" may be provided on 
the basis of a predetermined amount of (|kta transmission per fixed time period, but does not 

teach that the private virtual channel dyr |micallv provided or that the private virtual channel is 

■ if 

dynamically assi^ed by a channel servii j|5 manager. Ratherm it is respectfully submitted that 

i 

providing a chancel on the basis of a prodetermined amoimt of data transmission is a static 
allocation rather than a dynamic allocatiiin. Further, the Examiner has equated a host 
processor/system resource that routes m^tiple buflfers/framers to a channel manager that assigns 

m 

channels to framing service engines, butllhat there is no indication in Weitz that the routing to 
multiple buffers/framers is dynamically j|signed. Accordingly, claim 1 is beHeved to be 
allowable over Weitz for at least the rea^ns s^ forth. 

I 
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Claims 2-8 each depend either (filectly or indirectly from independent claim 1 and are, 
therefore, each believed to be allowablJ |)ver claim 1 for at least the reasons set forth above with 
respect to claim 1 . Each of these depen||ent claims recite additional limitations which, when 
considered in hght of claiml , are believ|d to further distinguish the claimed invention over the 
art of record, U 

li 

2. Claim 26 and its dependents U 



Claim 26 recites a packet forwarijjing system which includes means for receiving packets 
having a plurality of channels^ a pliiralit|| of means for framing, and means for dynamically 
assigning channel to ones of the Tneansjlfor framing. As discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
Weitz does not appear to teach of dynaimcally assigning channels or, more generally, assigning 
channels to means for framing. As sucli||claim 26 and its dependents are each believed to be 
allowable over the cited art for at least t^|se reasons. 

Claims 15» 20, and 21 and their ^pective dependents 

!■! 

\i 



Claims 15, 20, and 21 each recite | 
engines. As previously discussed^ Weit^ljdoes 
framing service engines. Providing rou 
lines 39-43 of column 2), does not impl) 
dynamic assignment of channels. There: 
allowable over Wcitz for at least this re; 



ii|the dynamic assignment of channels to framing service 
not appear to teach of 'designing channels to 
to multiple buffer/framcrs as taught by Weitz (e.^., at 
jjthe assignment of channels or, more specifically, the 
|)re, claims 15, 20, and 21 are each believed to be 



Claims 16-19 each depend from i|dependrait claim 15, and claims 22-25 each depend 
: from independent claim 2L Each of the^ dependent claims recites limitations which, when 

ii 

considered in light of the limitations of tlfeir respective base claims, are believed to fiirther 
i distinguish the claimed invention over ih| cited art. 
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Claim 9 and its dependents 



m 



Claim 9 recites a packet processjjbg system which includes an interface system and a 
framing system. The interface system t^inates a plurality of point to point links, and the 



framing system supports a plurality of i|^erfaces of the interface system in terminating the point 
to point links. The framing system lncl#ies a plurality of framing SCTvice engines and a channel 
manager that is arranged to actively allo|ate ftwiing service engine ones of a plurality of point to 
point Unks requiring framing services. % 



In the Final Office Action dated ||)ecember 1 5, 2004, the Examiner has argued that Weitz 
teaches of an interface system which tertifiinates a plurality of point to point links. It is 
respectfully submitted that while Weitz appears to teach of cards which provide points of 
termination for a plurality of telephone&jjietc. (Weitz, from column 8 at line 59 to colimin 13 at 
line 8), Weitz does not appear to teach c|f an interface system which terminates a plurality of 
point to point tinks . Though Weitz doeilbse the term '^int-to-point" (Weitz, column 28 at line 
65) as noted by the Examiner on page 6 |f the final Office Action dated December 15, 2004, the 



use of the lenn point-to-point by Weitz ^Ifers to establishing connections for video conferencing. 
Such connections are not taught by Wei1| as requiring framing services or of being temiinated by 
an interface system. 

There is no teaching or 3uggestio| in Weitz or anv combination of the cited art of actively 



allocating point to point links which rcqiiire framing services, or of a framing system that 



suDOOrts a oliu-alitv o f network interfacej jjin terminating a plurahtv of point to point links. 



Further, there is no teaching of, or reaso 
: allocates framing service engine ones ofpi 
: Additionally, in Ihe passage of Weitz thfi| 
: termination, there is no teaching that poi|j|ts 

Therefore^ claim 9 is believed to be allo^ble 



: in 

|kble suggestion of, a channel manager that actively 
oint to point links in any combination of the cited art. 
I has been cited by the Examine as teaching of points of 
of termination include framing service engines, 
over Weitz for at least the reasons set forth. 
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■I ? 

Claims 1 1-14 and 34 each dqieiji either directly or indirectly from independent claim 9. 
Each of these dqjendent claims recites ||nitations which, when considered in light of the 
limitations of their lespective base clainjip, are believed to further distinguish the claimed 
invention over the cited art. By way of l|cample. claim 34 recites that a framing engine is 
arranged to fr'ame data packets from hisi ijer layer protocols and that a deframing engine is 
aiTdPged to deframc data streams from If^er layer protocols. It is respectfully submitted that no 



combination of the cited art teaches of sjiich a limitation. As such, claim 34 is believed to be 
allowable over the cited art for at least tj|s additional reason. 



For the foregoing reasons, 
allowance and should be passed to issu^i 
would in any way expedite the prosec 
undersigned at (408) 446-8696, 



utiS 



Conclusion 

Appli^^ant believes all the pending claims are in condition for 
if the Examiner feels that a telephone conference 
in of the application, please do not hesitate to call the 



Respectfully submitted. 




Pe^gyA. Su 
Rei. No. 41,336 



RiiTER, Lang:& Kaplan ixp 
12930 Saratoga Ave.. Suite Dl 
Saratoga, CA 95070 
Tel: 408-446-8690 
Fax: 408-446-8691 



II 



|li Page 11 of 11 

PAGE 13/13 ' RCVD AT 2/7/200S 12:05:46 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 ' DNIS:S729306 ' CSiD:40S 446 8691 ' DURATION (inin-ss|:09-22 



o 
o 

I 

CD 



